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Erratum 
Volume 30, Number 3 (1978), in the article “Some Results on Liapunov 
Functions and Generated Dynamical Systems,” by J. A. Walker, pp. 424440: 
On page 429, line 12: f(0) = 0 should be f’(0) = 0. 
In Proposition 3.3 and Theorem 3.4, the meaning of the condition that 
‘YE is a disjoint component of {x E x 1 V(X) < ol>,’ is not clear if V is not con- 
tinuous. The intended general meaning is that ga is a closed set such that 
LYa = ,V fl (x E x / V(x) < IX> for some open set M. 
The proof of Lemma 3.1 should read as follows: 
Proof. Choosing some E > 0 and defining fC(t) E f(t) - et for t E [0, pj, 
we see thatf, is left lower semicontinuous withf,(O) = f(0) andf,(tj > ---a, 
D+fC(t) < -E, for all t E [0, /3). If there exists to E (0, /3) such thatfC(toj > f(O), 
then the left lower semicontinuity of fE implies the existence of t, E [O, t,) such 
that f&j <f(O) and f$> > f(O) f or all t E (ti , t,]. This leads to the con- 
tradiction D+fE(tl) > 0, and we conclude that fe(t) <f(O) for all t E [0, p). 
As E > 0 is arbitrary we find that f(t) <f(O) for all t E [0, p). Replacing 
t = 0 with t = y E (0, p) and repeating this argument, we find that f is non- 
increasing and finite valued on [0, /3). By a standard result of integration theory 
(see [16, Section 34.21) it follows that f is a.e. differentiable on compact subsets 
of [O, /3) (with derivative equal a.e. to D+f(t)), and that 
f (t> G f(O) + 1 t D+fN A 
0 
for all t E [0,/J). The proof is complete. 1 
The proof of Proposition 3.3 should read as follows: 
Proof. In view of Proposition 3.2, it onIy remain to be shown that gB is 
positive invariant. Choosing x E gB we note that T;(u(*, x)): B!+ -+ &! is lower 
semicontinuous with P(u(0, CC)) = V(x) < p < a. Since there exists a neigh- 
borhood of x whose intersection with gE is the same as its intersection with 
{X E x 1 Jrf~j < a>, continuity of u(., x): W+ -+ x implies the existence of 
T > 0 such that, for each t E [O, T], either u(t, 3) E %a or V(u(t, x)> > a. 
Using this T we define fE(t) = V(‘(u(t, x)) - et for t E [0, T], where 0 < E < 
(CX - /3)/T, we note that f&O) < /3 < z and, for t E [0, T], D+fE(t) < --E 
whenever fE(t) < p. If there exists to E (0, T] such that fE(to) > p, then by 
lower semicontinuity of fE there must exist t, E [0, to) such that fc(tl) ,( /J and 
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f<(t) > /3 for all t E [tr , t,]; however, this implies that D+fJtr) > 0, contradicting 
D+f<(tr) < -E, and consequently no such t, exists. It follows that, for all 
t E [0, T], we have fE(t) < /I; hence, V(u(t, x)) < /3 + l t and, letting E h 0, 
we conclude that u(t, X) E 3s for all t E [0, T]. 
As we can replace 3~’ by u( T, X) E gB and repeat the entire argument, we 
conclude that either V(u(t, x)) < /3 f  or all t Ed+ or there exists finite 7 > 0 
such that V(u(t, x)) < /I for all t E [0, T) and V(U(T, x)) > #?. The second 
alternative is eliminated by lower semicontinuity of V(U(., x)) and it follows 
that 2YB is positive invariant. Applying Proposition 3.2, the proof is complete. 
On page 433, line 9: hk+r should be T~+~. 
On page 435, line 6 from the bottom: j31 should be Br . 
